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Restriction to one of the foil 
under 35 U.S.C. § 121: 



ingredient'; of group 1 and Cal c i urn channel blockers to prevent 
neural cell death. 

III. Claims 18-22, drawn to a combination of the active 
ingredients of group I and compounds effective in blocking the 
binding sites of neurologically active ami no acid analogues to 
prevent neural cell death. 

During a telephone conversation with Pa 1 j r hi iV m 1 
5, 1991 a provisional election was made with traverse to 

prosecute the invention of group I, claims 1 16 and 23-28. 

Affirmation of this election must be made by applicant in 
responding to this Office action. Claims 17-22 are withdrawn 
from further consideration by the Examiner, 37 C.F.R. § 1. 142(b), 
as being drawn to a non-elected invention. 

35 U.S.C. § 101 reads as follows: 



Claims 1-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. S 101 because the 
invention as disclosed is inoperative and therefore lacks 
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utility. 

The claims set forth numerous conditions treatable with fci 
instant ccm-ipo..; i t i on :s , but fails to show such L r a t merit s 
effective against the maladies set forth in the instant claims. 

Claims 1 and 6-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 5 112, fir- 
paragraph, as the disclosure is enabling only for claims limit 
to treatment of various necrotic conditions. Bee M.P.E.! 
§ § 706 .. 03 <: n ) and 706 .. 03 1 7 > . 

Claims 1-16 and 23-23 are rejected under 35 L! . S , C . § 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for f-i. : 4 to p-rti u: 
point out and distinctly claim the subject matter whi-h .-»ppi j c-;> 
regards as the invention. 

Claims 1-16 and 23-28 are rendered indefinite for failing 
indicate if the methods are intended to treat or prevent t 
enumer at ed c ondi t i ons . 

Claims 2 and 5 are rendered indefinite for failing 

specifically set forth the conditions and/or maladies treats 

Claims 2 and 5 are directed to the treatment of "-::.= ] cui relac 

disorder", "motor neuron diseases", Peripheral nerve u'egv ariat ■: c 

or head or spinal cord injuries" and as such fail to specif ical 

set forth the embodiments of the instant claims. 

The Following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103 which for 
the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Dffi 

obtained though 1 inv 
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1 02 of this hi tie, if the differences between the suhj.-.- 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art srf r.uch the 
the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 'I 
time the invention wos made to a person having or dinar, 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in whir 



of this title, shall not preclude patentability under thi 
section where the subject matter and the claimed invent i. 

person or subject to an obligation of assignment to the sair 

Claims :!. 16 and 23 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 b 

being unpatentable over Rosner et al, Jun et al and Larson et a 
in view of Molnor et al and Effland et al , all of record. 

Rosner et al teach the beneficial activity of the clai 
designated compounds in preventing and treat i ng L 3>-h<wi> daw**,!-? 
Jun et al teach the reduction of oxygen consumption in damage 
neurological tissue treated with the claim designated at: t j v 
ingredients. Larson et al teach the claim desi gnat -d activ 
ingredients capacity to protect against damage due to ischemi 
neurological disorders. The skilled artisan would have Let- 
motivated to employ the instant anti ischemic compounds for U 
neural conditions herein claimed. it would follow therefore th« 
the subject matter herein claimed would if 
skilled artisan and is properly rejected under 35 USC 103. 

Applicant has not argued that the claimed proportioning ant 
or dosage amounts add patentable moment to the recited claim* 



